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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1. This action is in reply to the application filed on November 17, 2003. 

2. Claims 1-28 are currently pending and have been examined. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 5-7, 9, 10, 12, 15, 20-22, 24, and 25 recite the limitation "sort order priority number". 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or 
in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for 
patent in the United States. 

6. Claims 1-10, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Funk et al 
(6,059,185). 

Claim 1 : With regard to the limitations of: 

■ reading information from a check of the plurality of checks, Funk, in at least 
column 3, lines 48-50 discloses a reader that reads checking account 
information from a check. 
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obtaining a sort priority order number for the check from a database using at 
least a portion of the information read from the check, Funk, in at least 
column 3, line 60 to column 4, line 7 discloses a document identification 
number (DIN) located in the DIN database that is automatically generated for 
each processed check and may be composed of a combination of all or 
some of the transaction data. 

sorting the check based on the sort order priority number obtained from the 
database, Funk, in at least column 1, lines 45-50 discloses checks being 
sorted by bank or other designation according to transit and routing 
information. 

repeating the reading, obtaining and sorting steps for each of the plurality of 
checks, Funk, in at least column 1, lines 10-60 discloses a check processing 
procedure that involves multiple repetitive steps including reading, obtaining, 
and sorting. 

Claim 2: Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 1 above. With 

regard to the limitation of reading a routing number from the check, Funk, in at 
least column 3, lines 45-55 discloses a reader that reads routing information on 
the check. 

Claim 3: Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 1 above. With 

regard to the limitation of reading an account number from the check, Funk, in at 
least column 3, lines 50-55 discloses a checking account number being read 
from a check. 
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Claim 4: Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 1 above. With 

regard to the limitation of reading a check number from the check, Funk, in at 
least column 3, lines 50-55 discloses a check number being read from a check. 

Claim 5: Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 1 above. With 

regard to the limitation of the sort order priority number is based on a delivery 
destination for a statement associated with the check, Funk, in at least column 4, 
lines 1-10 discloses a document identification number that may be composed of 
the branch number of the bank or some other transaction data. 

Claim 6: Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 1 above. With 

regard to the limitation of the sort order priority number is based on a type of 
account associated with the check, Funk, in at least column 4, lines 1-10 
discloses a document identification number that may be composed of a 
combination of all or some of the transaction data. Transaction data may include 
the type of account associated with the check. 

Claim 7: Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 1 above. With 

regard to the limitation of the sort order priority number is based on processing of 
the check, Funk, in at least column 4, lines 1-10 discloses a document 
identification number that may be composed of a document sequence number. 

Claim 8: Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 7 above. With 

regard to the limitation of wherein processing of the check includes whether or 
not the check will be included with a statement associated with the check, Funk, 
in at least column 4, lines 45-65 discloses a process of sorting checks to be 
submitted with a statement associated with the check. 
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Claim 9: Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 1 above. With 

regard to the limitation of wherein the sort order priority number is based on an 
amount of the check, Funk, in at least column 4, lines 1-10 discloses a document 
identification number that may be composed of a combination of all or some of 
the transaction data. Transaction data may include the amount of the check. 

Claim 10: Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 1 above. With 
regard to the limitation of wherein the sort order priority number is based on a 
payee of the check, Funk, in at least column 4, lines 1-10 discloses a document 
identification number that may be composed of a combination of all or some of 
the transaction data. Transaction data may include a payee of the check. 

Claim 13: Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 1 above. With 
regard to the limitation of using at least a portion of the information read from the 
check as a pointer to obtain the sort priority order number for the check, Funk 
further discloses in at least column 3, line 60 to column 4, line 5 a document 
identification number that may be comprised of information read from the check. 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), 
by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a 
patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty 
defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application 
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filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United States and 
was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 
8. Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Cahill et al 
(6,574,377). 

Claim 15: With regard to the limitations of: 

• a scanner module to read information from a check, (see Cahill, Fig. 3, 
Items 204, 205, and 206). 

• a controller coupled to the scanner, the controller receiving the 
information read from the check by the scanner, (see Cahill, Fig. 3, Item 
201) 

• a database coupled to the controller, the database storing sort priority 
order numbers for the plurality of checks,(see Cahill, Fig. 3, Item 202) 

• the controller obtaining the sort priority order number for the check from 
the database using at least a portion of the information read from the 
check, (see Cahill, Fig. 3, Item 201). 

• a sorter coupled to the controller (see Cahill Fig. 3, Item 200), the sorter 
receiving the check from the scanner and placing the check into one of a 
plurality of bins based on the sort order priority number obtained from the 
database, Cahill, in at least column 12, lines 50-54 discloses a sorter that 
sorts checks to one of a plurality of pockets. Cahill, in at least column 
18, lines 18-25, further discloses checks being sorted by the sorter based 
on the information read from the check. 

Claim 16: Cahill discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 15 above. With 
regard to the limitation of wherein the controller is integral with the sorter, Cahill, 
in at least column 12, lines 45-55, further discloses a sort station that includes a 
sorting machine and a controller. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

10. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Funk as applied to claim 
1 above, and further in view of Holm (3,949,363). 

Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 1 above. Funk does not disclose 
the following limitations, but Holm, as shown, does: 

• placing the plurality of checks in a feeder (see at least column 2, lines 53-55: a 
document feeder where checks are placed). 

• separating the check from the plurality of checks (see at least column 2, lines 55- 
58: checks are moved serially in an uninterrupted line). 

• scanning the check to read the information (see at least column 2, lines 55-58: 
checks are moved through a read module). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the check sorting method of Funk with the scanning technique of Holm because it 
greatly reduces the error rate and increases the efficiency involved with reading information from 
checks when they are placed in a feeder and scanned individually. 

11. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Funk as applied to claim 
1 above, and further in view of Cahill (6,574,377). 
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Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 1 above. Funk does not disclose 
the limitation of placing the check in an appropriate bin based on the sort order priority number. 
However, Cahill, in at least Column 14, Lines 8-11, discloses checks being sorted based on 
information read from the check and deposited into pockets. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the check sorting method of Funk 
with the sort technique of Cahill because it creates a more efficient method of handling the 
checks. 

12. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Funk as applied to claim 
1 above, and further in view of Green. 

Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 1 above. Funk does not disclose 
the limitation of wherein the plurality of checks include separators. However, Green, in at least 
Column 10, Lines 43-60, discloses the use of separators with sorted checks. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the sorting 
method of Funk with the use of separators by Green because the use of separator makes the 
sorting process more efficient and error-free. 

13. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill as applied to claim 
15 above, and further in view of Funk. 

Cahill discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 15 above. Cahill does not 
disclose the limitation of wherein the information read from the check includes a routing number. 
However, Funk, in at least Column 3, Lines 50-55, discloses routing information being read from 
a check. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to combine the check sorting method of Cahill with the use of routing information by Funk 
because using routing information found on a check is an efficient and cost-effective means of 
processing checks. 



Application/Control Number: 10/714,802 Page 9 

Art Unit: 4143 

14. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill as applied to claim 
15 above, and further in view of Funk. 

Cahill discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 15 above. Cahill does not 
disclose the limitation of wherein the information read from the check includes an account 
number. However, Funk, in at least Column 3, Lines 50-56, discloses a checking account 
number being read from a check. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine the method of Cahill with the technique of Funk because 
using checking account numbers to process checks is an efficient method for tracking checks. 

15. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill as applied to claim 
15 above, and further in view of Funk. 

Cahill discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 15 above. Cahill does not 
disclose the limitation of wherein the information read from the check includes a check number. 
However, Funk, in at least Column 1, Lines 40-50, discloses a check number being included as 
the information read from a check. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine the check sorting method of Cahill with the use of check 
numbers by Funk because the use of check numbers to process checks is an efficient method for 
tracking checks. 

16. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill as applied to claim 
15 above, and further in view of Funk. 

Cahill discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 15 above. Cahill does not 
disclose the limitation of wherein the sort order priority number is based on a delivery destination 
for a statement,associated with the check. However, Funk, in at least Column 4, Lines 58-61, 
discloses sorting by destination checks to be submitted with statements. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the check sorting 
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method of Cahill with the technique of Funk because sorting checks by the destination of 
statements associated with them is an efficient method for tracking checks. 

17. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill as applied to claim 
15 above, and further in view of Funk. 

Cahill discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 15 above. Cahill does not 
disclose the limitation of wherein the sort order priority number is based on a type of account 
associated with the check. However, Funk, in at least Column 3, Lines 65-67 and Column 4, 
Lines 1-7 discloses a document identification number that may be composed of a combination of 
all or some of the transaction data. The type of account associated with a check qualifies as 
transaction data. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the check sorting method of Cahill with the classification technique of Funk 
because classifying checks based on the type of account associated with the check improves the 
utility and efficiency of the accounting process. 

18. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill as applied to claim 
15 above, and further in view of Funk. 

Cahill discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 15 above. Cahill does not 
disclose the limitation of wherein the sort order priority number is based on processing of the 
check. However, Funk, in at least Column 3, Lines 60-67 and Column 4, Lines 1-7 discloses a 
document identification number that may be based on a document sequence number. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
check sorting method of Cahill with the classification technique of Funk because using a 
classification system that is based on the processing of the check itself is an efficient method for 
tracking checks. 
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19. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill as applied to claim 
22 above, and further in view of Funk. 

Cahill discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 22 above. Cahill does not 
disclose the limitation of wherein processing of the check includes whether or not the check will 
be included with a statement associated with the check. However, Funk, in at least Column 4, 
Lines 58-62, discloses the process of sorting checks to be submitted with a statement. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
check sorting method of Cahill with the processing technique of Funk because processing a 
check based on its submission with an associated statement is an efficient method of ensuring 
the accuracy of the accounting process. 

20. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill as applied to claim 
15 above, and further in view of Funk. 

Cahill discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 15 above. Cahill does not 
disclose the limitation of wherein the sort order priority number is based on an amount of the 
check. However, Funk, in at least Column 3, Lines 58-76 and Column 4, Lines 1-10, discloses a 
document identification number that may be composed of a combination of all or some of the 
transaction data. The amount of a check qualifies as transaction data. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the check sorting 
method of Cahill with the classification technique of Funk because processing checks based on 
the check amount is an efficient method for tracking checks. 

21. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill as applied to claim 
15 above, and further in view of Funk. 

Cahill discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 15 above. Cahill does not 
disclose the limitation of wherein the sort order priority number is based on a payee of the check. 
However, Funk, in at least Column 3, Lines 63-67 and Column 4, Lines 1-7 discloses a document 
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identification number that may be composed of a combination of all or some of the transaction 
data. The payee of the check qualifies as transaction data. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the check sorting method of Cahill 
with the classification technique of Funk because using the payee of the check as a descriptive 
identifier for each processed check adds utility and efficiency to the accounting process. 

22. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill as applied to claim 
15 above, and further in view of Haas (4,088,982). 

Cahill discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 15 above. Cahill does not 
disclose the limitation of a feeder module coupled to the scanner module, the feeder module 
receiving the plurality of checks and feeding the plurality of checks seriatim to the scanner 
module. However, Haas (Column 3, Lines 35-36) discloses "A feeder holds a stack of checks 
and feeds them serially to an error-indicating character reader...". It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the check sorting method of 
Cahill with the input technique of Haas because incorporating a feeder helps to automate the 
check sorting process and make it more efficient. 

23. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill as applied to claim 
15 above, and further in view of Milford (4,315,246). 

Cahill discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 15 above. Cahill does not 
disclose the limitation of wherein the scanner module is a magnetic ink character recognition 
scanner. However, Milford (Column 1, Lines 7-15) discloses a character recognition system that 
employs magnetic ink character recognition. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to combine the check sorting method of Cahill with the 
character recognition technique of Milford because it is common practice to use magnetic ink 
character recognition readers to process checks. 
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24. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill as applied to claim 
15 above, and further in view of Milford (4,315,246). 

Cahill discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of Claim 15 above. Cahill does not 
disclose the limitation of wherein the scanner module is an optical character recognition scanner. 
However, Haas (Column 1, Lines 7-15) discloses a character recognition system that employs 
optical character recognition. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the check sorting method of Cahill with the character recognition 
technique of Haas because it is common practice to use optical character recognition readers to 
process checks. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or concerning this 
communication or earlier communications from the Examiner should be directed to John Preston 
whose telephone number is 571.270.3918. The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday- 
Friday, 9:30am-5:00pm. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
Examiner's supervisor, JAMES REAGAN can be reached at 571.272.6710. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://portal.uspto.gov/external/portal/pair <http://pair-direct.uspto.gov >. Should you have 
questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866.217.9197 (toll-free). 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 
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Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 

Washington, D.C. 20231 
or faxed to 571-273-8300. 
Hand delivered responses should be brought to the United States Patent and Trademark 
Office Customer Service Window: 

Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314. 

/John O Preston/Examiner, Art Unit 4143 
December 19, 2007 

/James A. Reagan/Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 4143 



